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A collaborative program between the' University of 
South Carolina College of Education and Lexington County (South 
Carolina) School District Five jSrovide^ giftpd and talented students 
with a summer school session featuring acceleration and enrichment. 
Accompanying the , prog rifljy vfajge cjr^duate-level courses and practica for 
prospective' teachers opgif ted children and coordinators of programs 
for the gifted. The* 198.1- summer program consisted of six dimensions: 
(1) thinking skills and* ^creative arts for kindergarten through second 
grade students; (2) study in graphics, dramatics, computers, fc 
photography, and the .performing arts for Soufth through eighth grade 
students; (3) field eafper Tences for fourtti through seventh grade 
students; (.4) seventh grade seminars; (5,) drama workshops for eighth 
f through twelfth grade students; .and (6) 'gifted education courses for 
' teachers. A discussion ot the* fourth dimension of the summer program^ 
the seventh grade *sentinars, describes criteria for^ identifying gifted 
students/ and the general -format of the program. The teacher 
L pradticum (sixth dimension> consisted of a series of formal and N 

informal experiences that allowed the teachers to design; and execute 
, specific learning activities for giftecl students. A profile of a 
gifted teacher is 'outlined and offers considerations of the personal 
and* prof essional attributes that are necesskry f or^ a teacher of 
gifted children. £ comparison is madp of t|ms program and similar 
programs at Purdue University, the Ui\iy4t$fty of. South Florida, and . 
three universities in England. Lesson plans for f our .curr icular areas 
covered in the fourth dimension of the summer program are appended. 
■ (JD) ^ \' * 
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• Teaching gifted and talented" children can be a 
stimulating, fascinating experience for the teacher who is 
prepared and* dapable of working with this exceptional . 
group. For one who is unprepared and incapable, these ^ 
students can be constant sources of frustration and • 

disruption. ' „. .,_ <. 

In Summer 1982 for the, third year, *he University of 
South Carolina College of Education will offer a program 
for teachers who 'work 'with-' gifted "and talented students, in 
regular classes! Part of. the program is a five-week 
prlcticum'ip which the teachers observe and assist master 
teachers, in providing an intensive academic program for _ 
gifted and talented children. The program is jointly / 
sponsored" and coordinated by the university and a local # 
school district. The following pages detail. the program 
"aiird the collaborative arrangement that have evolved. . 

The Slearinghouse acknowledges with appreciation this 
"contribution to the professional literature about teacher 
"education. The authors are Dr. John D. Mulhern," dean, and 
Da/ Robert C. Morris, 'associate professor, College of 
"Education, University of South .Carolina, * Columbia. • 
Acknowledgments also go to the content reviewers, whose 
conmerits and reconmendations assisted the authors and the 
/editor in producing this monograph. 

' <ERIC, tjfre' Educational Resources Information Center, 
is a nationwide dissemination system of the National 
Institute of Education, U.S. Department of Education, 
through; a network of l&y&learinghousea, ERIC collects, 
evaluates, abstracts, £nd indexes all kinds of educational 
literature, much of wh£ch is unavailable from other, ^ 
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sources. Document! literature includes project reports, 
conference speeches, curricular guides, instructional 
materials, and many other nonjournal articles. ERIC also 
indexes more than 700 educational journals. For 
information about ERIC, readers should consult the monthly 
ERIC periodicals, Resources -in Education (RIE) or Current ' 
t Index to Journals in Education (CUE). These may be found 
at many .college and university libraries. " . 

Readers are invited and encouraged to comment on this 
monograph and to submit related documents to the • 
Clearinghouse for possible inclusion in the ERIC system. 
\, For information, write or call ' the Senior Information 
Analyst, ERIC Clearinghouse on Teacher Education, One 
Dupont Circle;- Suite 610, Washington. €C. 20036, or 
(202,) 293-2450. • ' J 



SHARON GIVENS 

Editor, ERIC Clearinghouse 
on Teacher Education 
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Preface 



Truly sound teacher education curricula are 
those which consciously work toward making . 
connections. » .connecting pradticF to theory, 
curricula to life, courses to clinical work; , 
linking teachers and future teachers to each 
other, to the college faculty, to youngsters and 
other school personnel , ( and to the pttolic; and 
^affiliating education faculty' with other 
faculties in the college- and with one another. 

—Elizabeth Hunter ( 1980) 



Hunter's words accurately describe an innovative 
program' now in progress at the College of Education, 
University of South_ Carolina (U.S.C.). This program (a) 
offers gifted children an opportunity for enrichment and 
acceleration, both of which help make their school lives 
more interesting; (b) provides a controlled practicum 
setting for graduate students . learning about gifted 
hildrenj and (c) "does both a ar^d b, in cooperation with a 
local school" district. , * 

This monograph describes the cooperative program of 
the College of Education and .Lexington County (S.C. ) 
School District Jive. Specifically, it examines the 
rationale for practica tha£ are tailored to teachers of 
gifted children as well as those ^kills needed for 
instructing exceptional children.' ^Finally, the authors 
have searched the ERIC data bases for descriptions of 
practica at other schools to compare those programs with 
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the University of South Carolina's program. 

This analysis of a successful* program is intended to 
' show how t teacher educators are working out the problems of 
providing quality prarctical experiences for the continuing 
education of teachfers of gifted children. | 
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- ' A Collaborative Program 
for Gifted and Talented Students . . 

■" ,4 r 4 ' C 

During the late .1970s, the growing national, concern 

among parents and educators for gifted students was the 

impetus for special educational programs in metropolitan.. 

Columbia, South Carolina. During 197.9 'and f 80, area 

schools significantly increased their activities for 

gifted and talented students. In addition to development x 

\ grants 1 provided by the state Department ,of Education for 

district programs, several conferences' about^jifted 

students were sponsored by the University o$%outh 

Carolina and local school districts* New programs, 

including early use of the Scholastic Aptitude Tests 

(S.A.T.) via the Duke University Talent Identification 

program to iderftify gifted children, were proposed ih 

several^ districts. Similarly, ongoing programs were 

modified to reflect broader educational^ goals. 

During the summer of 1980, the university increased 

''its efforts to ^ddress local needs. First, the U..S.C 

College of General Studies initiated a summer residential 

program for gifted children in grades four through eight, * 

The program offered three two-Week sessions modeled after 

a successful Jpogram at Appalachian State University in 

Jfortb^carolidS. Second, in addition to' its regular sumtoer 

offerings, the U.S'.C, College of Education sponsored two 

courses on educating the gifted with a local school 

district, Richland County School District One. Third, the 

college entered into a partnership with Lexington ^County 

School District Fiv'e to develop a practical course for 

♦ teachers who work'with gifted#pupij.s in regular elementary 

* and middle gra$e classrooms/ [/ 

^ The program with Lexington School District Five, 
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wffich this paper describes, continues to evolve as both 
parties grow in understanding each other's expectations, 

• The -program captures the spirit of Elizabeth Hunter's 
concern that "teacher .education curricula. . .work toward 

• making connections." That is', classroom activities are 
based on soundveducational theory. The following revieff 
Of the 198Q and the '81 summer programs and of thfe _ ; 
proposal for 1-982 describes the evolution of this 

- collaboration. / , , 

Summer Program, 1980 ■ v 

Lexington County School District Fiv,e's master plan 
palled for ifcch classroom teacher to be £ble to teach- 
gifted -chiLdren'-witlj the assistance of resource teachers, , 
outsicie mentors,^and supplemental programs. A sut&ner 
enrichment program evolved froiji two distinct but related 
educational needs:, the special needs of gifted student^ 
for experiences beyond the nrornial school yean, and bhe 
, district's need tq, expand its .pool of teachers trained to 
1 work with gifted .students. Early in planning the summer 
enrichment prognam, the district coordinate*- ^f giftdd artd 
talftn.ted programs requested thart the university offer a 
training program for teachers. * /— 

n( A series of ftiree one-week lnstTTutes for gifted 
students from grades four through six were initiated as 

* cl^asroom learning laborator j^ijhe three "master" ■ . 
teachers employed to conduct* tbre irrebitutes agreed to 
teach the children during the manning sessions and to 
spend the afternoon sessions instructing pposp-ective ' 
teachers of the gifted. The teachers-in-training weVe 
required to- observe the master teachers during the morning t 
sessions and to assume limited instructional duties on a, 

* one-to-one basis with a gifted child under the supervision 
of the ma^t^r teacher and the course instVuctoV. 

From these institutes, 26 teachers earned graduate 
credit in "The Nature and Needs of Gifted Children." 
Unlifce a traditional graduate class, this class emphasized 
the practical application of educational theory to 
children in a real classroom.** 

, m 
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Summer Program, TggJ ' 

The 1981 summer 'program, like its ? 80 predecessor, 
had the same goals 4*ut- instruction .wis expanded. The 

' uriiversUy sponsored a se^me^t' of the instructional * 
program for gjftfed c^iJLdfien aAd also expanded ^the* graduate 
.course offerings to^in</Lbde t/firee £hree-semester-hour t » 

-bourses and one six -setae stytf^hour^ course. Because-of the 
collaborative arrangement, ' district* teachers enrolled- in 
the courfces^paid lower tuiMon and the ^district -provided - 
instructional space for unrver^ty use at no cost. • For 
the program, the district c&or3irtat<^r of gifted and • 
talented programs anct» tkie dean ^f the college of education 
assumed joint -responsibility;^ shared major decisions' 
regarding program n^nagemertt ./) ' \ % \ 

\The program consisted of Vsix aVeas r referred to' as . 
dimensions one thrqugh si*, amd accommodated 800 ^ 
participating children who had been Identified ai gifted. 
The 'six dimensions , were as follows: - % 

- Dimension f Qnfe : Thinking Skills ^ (Creative* Arts for 
Kindergarten - Grade 2. , This two-w ^ik^og ram 5 ^ \ 

concentrated- on developing critical thioking, a*nd 
instruction was founded on creative expression through 
* dance, d'rama, art, and music. Stfudents attemfted *f or bne 
or two v weeks. J. * \ \ ' ^ 

Dimension Twq : * Fr*qm Calligraphy to /Computers . This 
three-week course for students in .grades' four through 
eight: offered study in graphics, dramatics, computers, 
photography, and. the performing a^ts. Students chose 
three of these areas and'spept ope hour per day irf eac 
area.- They attended for, one, fcwt>; or three weelA. 

6imension Three : ' Field Experiences . This series of 
tfiree Short field experiences, for children in grades four 
through seyen were, as follows: 4 , 

• .a. "Adventures ift the Salll Marsh. 11 A. one-week 

program that included study of marine biologj)' 
during a field trip to the Shidaway Institute of** 
Oceanography in Georgia. 
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- b.' "Of • Mountains and-Men." A three-day program of, . 
4S mountain * field study at Tumbling Waters Camp, 
Georgia, which' included mountain hikes, oral 
,\ history, and the study of wild edibles. 
V/ ^'Foot-steps in a New Era: From Jamestown to 
N *" ' Apollo." A, six-day^ program 'about Colonial 
Williamsburg including its archaeology, ' 
^architecture, history s and customs. Students 
" . spent three days in Williamsburg, Virginia. 

Dimension Four : Seventh Grade Seminars . This 
five-week*, academic "program extended* the school's . 
curriculum into new areas for rising eighth graders. ^ It ^ 
included study in computer programming* aerodynamics and 
rocketry creative waiting, and independent study. This 
program, ^escribed in detail later, is the only dimension 
for yhich special c.riteria were used to Select ■ ^ 
part ieip ants. 

' Dimension FivQ : Workshop ifr Drama for Grades 8-12 , . 
This one -week program consisted of two workshops--mime and 
oral expression— both of which emphasized the selection of 
materials-and an original public performance. 

v Dimeasion Six :, Gifted Education Courses for 
Teachens . This series of four graduate \ourses for. 
teachers consisted of an introductory course* in gifted and 
talented education, an independent study, and two 
praoticum courses. * * ' 

Although the program wa%a collaborative undertaking, 
each sponsdr assumed responsibilities for different x - 
phVseS. The district sponsored, and staffed dimensions' 

' one, twp, three, and' five, and the university sponsored 
and staffed dimensions four arid six. Enrollment in the 

"district-sponsored programs was limited to district 

students, but enrollment ifc the university-sponsgred % 

programs did not include that restriction. 98 

A small fee was charged' for each of the 'different 

programs' to covqr actual program costs, except in ♦ 

dimension four where a $50 fee covered ortly consumable* 

materials and field trips. The university assumed 
* » 

VI * 
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instructional costs for dimension four because it cr~ 
constitiited the classroom settings Jor the graduate 
practica. 



Summer Program, 1982 < ' * 

Th$ proposed summer program will reflect the wide 
.variety of educational experiences offered during 498 V as. 
/well as attempt to meet the goals of the distr*t f s master 
plan for 'the education of gifted children. Dimensions 
<^four and six, sponsored by the university, will be part of 
the 19.82 program, butl/dimension four will undergo 
extensive revision. 

The 1982 dimension four program will .offer intensive 
academic classes in mathematics,^astrophysics, world 
affairs, beginning Latin, beginning .FrencJ^ or a composite 
class that includes writing, symbolic logic, -and 
philosophy. These electives will incorporate the 
instructional core, which again will include computer 
progranmipg, the scientific method, writing skills, and 
research methods and 'skills. * , 



S ummary 

* In design ip*r"5Sch year's program, questions about the 
preparation of teachers of the gif.ted revived attention 
*equal to that devoted to questions about 4 the education'of 
gifted -students. However, the issues related to the 
education of gifted stOjJents had to be addressed first if 
a^quality 'classroom practicum experience was to be an 
integral part of the teacher preparation program. It 
became necessary for "the university educators Xo 
participate in conceiving an educational program* for 
students in what amounted to a major re-ordering of 
U.S.C. College of Education priorities. Only then could 
the staff design a teacher preparation program that would 
ensure the training of teachers who know and understand 
quality educational programs as well as pedagogical 
strategies. This involvement has truly *helped to< put the 
university into the process of educating youngsters. ^ 
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Dimension Four: 'The Students 

The first problem faced by the staff, of the seventh 
grade seminar program was the identification and selection 
of* gifted $tudents. Although the staff was granted 
latitude' in determining the selection criteria, the 
educational need for* an* academically challenging program 
for rising eighth grade 'students was a key factor in .staff 
deliberations, * # 

The issue of "stude'nt performance" versus "student 
potential" continues 'to create dif fering* vtews about 
giftedness (Baer 1980). Historically, I.Q. or potential 
for success 0 .has .been the major criterion for identifying 
gifted students. Traditionally, an IiQ. (measured on 
Stanford-Binet or Weschler) of 125 or above has been 
accepted as the minimum criterion f©r "gif tedness. " 
Although Stanley ( 1 980 ) repprted that the'l*Q. is probably 
the best single indication of a youth's, intellectual 
ability, he cautioned against heavy reliance on a single 
measure, or ^core. » ■ 

During the post-Sputnik era, many school districts 
expanded the definition of "gifted" to include teacher 
recommendations and classroom performance as measured by 
achievement te%t results. Typical of programs during that 
era was one conducted by the Milwaukee .Public Schools 
(1958). Students for this phogram were identified on the 
basis of scores from a group-administered I.Q. test, 
performance levels on a_ standardized test of basic skills, 
and teacher t r$ commendations. Final selections for' the 
special classes f were confirmed on tfie basis of 
individually administered I.Q. 'tests; students who scored 
125 or above on the Weschler and 130 or above on the^ • 
Stanford-Binet were selected. ^ 

The current definition of "gifted" encompasses a 
broad base, of information about the intellectual abilities 
of gifted children and the characteristics of their 
performance whether on a. stage, in a cfassroom, in a 
laboratory, or in a studio (Marland 1972). Le Mahieu 
( 1^980 ) best synthesized the definition as "those # 
(fchildren) identified by professionally qualified persons 
who, by virtue of outstanding abilities, are capable of 
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high * performance. " ; This, category includes: 

? - * > 

those (children) with demonstrated achievement 
"^and/or potential ability in any of the following 
areas singly t*or- in combination: 

1. general intellectual ability 

2. .specific aOademSc aptitude" 

3* Creative or productive thinking 
m M. leadership abilrty 
5. visual or pCTforming arts 
(Le Mahietf 1980, p. 261) ^ / 

Although this defij^tiojR takes into account various 
. characteristics of' g*?x<& students, it .contributed little 
* to resolving^ the problem -faced by * the U.S .C. -Lexington"* 
program staff. • , «. 

The works of oth/Sr au thorns also we r^> interest ing but • 
these,^too, tended to expand the definition rather than 
restrict it. For example, some of the early work of 
Torrance (1965) found gifted, youths to be more pr'eservant, 
self-directed, and independent., A similar study examined 
fiv^e factors that? discriminate' betwe^jp the preferred 
% learning styles of ."gifted" versus "average" junior high 
school students (Griggs and Price 1?8o); gifted youth Were 
found to be more persistent , more, tolenant of sound, and 
preferred learning alone to a greater extent than average 
youth. (Also see Dunn and Price 1980.)/ Similarly, the 
' studies on creativity , f especially those of Guilford (1968) 
and Torrance (196;L J97^Lk were interesting but did hat 
contribute signif ic^ntt*to the identification of students 
.for the U. S."C. -Lex ing^ft program. - 

To resolve^ the issues of selection on the basis 'of 
"potential" vergus^ performance" or on the wide variety" of 
"observable" personal and work traits, the staff tucked. -bo 
the Duk'e University Talent Identification Program (TIP) , ^ 
Sixth grade student^ who scored in the 97th percentile- or 
. A higher on the £omprelfensive Test of Basi£ Skills , 
Sf (CTBS) were invited to t ' participate in TIP. During the 

seventh .grade, seleqt^d students ,tobk* the S^A.T. as part 
oT the Duke program'.* Because offtake's acceptance of the 
CTBS cut-off score for* seventh grade students to take the 
S.A.T., the U.S .C. -Lexington staff reconsnended that 

<• • > 



admission to the* Seventh Grade Seminar Program be based on 
same criterion. • ■ , 

Later, at the requester the districts coord ina tor m 
of 'the gifted and talented program and two other educators 
in similar roles in the Columbia area, the selection. ' , 
criterion^was modified to include — 

/ 1." students other than rising eighth graders 
' : + reooninended by district directors of .gifted and 
• ' N tainted programs? 

2. rising eighth grade students who scored , below the 
97th percentile but whose classroom performance 
clearfy identified them as advanced students/ 
, Of the 37 students enrolled in the 198l>summer 
prdgrfem, 32 met t^e .original selection- criteria , and five 
students entered under- the modified criteria. 

** Plans for 1982. incorporate some minor? changes in the 
selection criteria as a result of an increased ^number of 
students who want to enroll in the program. f These changes 
ar^as follows: 

1. Restoration of) the restriction that only rising 
eighth graders be enrolled in the program. 
•2.' Restoration of the requirement that student 

performance c?n -the CTBS be at,the^97th percentile 
or higher. 

'3. A score of 475 or above on the nonverbal section 
• of the S.A.T/to be eligible for the mathematics 
option. 

Although the use of these selection criteria will 
eliminate* sojne students who might benefit from the 
educational program, the benefits for the teacher 
preparation programs clearly outweigh the negative 
aspects. First, observation of students selected under 
the more stringent criterif will aid the the prospective 
teacher in recognising the achievement potential of truly 
gifted^ students. Second, working with these students' will 
aid the prospective teacher in developing. a classroom 
academic progr^£nM>hat will challenge the gifted student. 
It is for these reasons, not for the educati^f of the 
youths alone, that the university has ^ommiXted its 
resources and effort. , 



Dimension Four: The Program 

Although increasingly there is much- drurg 
beating for the gifted v by various associations 
including parent groups, a great deal, of it 
seems poorly focused. Avoidance of subject 
matter by most of them especially dooms their , 
- efforts, to be ineffectual. T«hey place nearly 
all of their; gold ok the Irrelevant-enrichment 
bandwagon; in my opinion,^ far too little of it 
■ * gae!lp.nto subject master emphasis and 
^acceleration. 

—Julian C. Su&ley (1980) 
y * ' ^ 

* Programs for gifted" and talented students afe often 
one-shot experience^, rather than a series of experiences 

.carefully designed to enrich and deepen students* 
knowledge. P-rograms often rely k on instructional ^modules 
that may or may not meet students 1 educatipnal. needs. 
These modules ij&y*do litjAe to help gifted students 
diversify, their interests, develop depth of knowledge in' a 
particular field, or refine the research skills needed in 
that field. ' ' * 

Decisions" about academic instruction in t^ seventh 
grade seminar were^strongly influenced by a variety of , 
authorities on the education of gifted students* Among 
them, Gallagher. ( 1980) expressed concern that edu<55tional 
programs for gifted children ane often too primitive and 
simple conceptually. He recorame/ided that students , receive 
an education in which ideas and complex situations can be 
mastered. HOback and Perry (1^60) cited the need to 
establish high achievement expectations for gifted 
students and their particular neecl to* develop the skills 
of seif-dis£i£»ltne, self-motivation, self -teaching, goal • 
setting, an3 problem solvingi Similarly, Le Mahieu (1980) 
repommended programs that aljow gifted students to feel 
comfortable' with ambiguity, incompleteness, and the 

^tentativen^ss o'P* knowledge; to develop imagery; to~ 
separate premising fVom unpromising avenues; and to ^ * 
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conmunica^te adequately. Renz-ulJi's Triad Model (Renzulli 
1976) and the application of this /nodel to the classroom 
(Feldhusen and Koloff 1979) contributed greatly f to the , 
development of the creative writing component of the 
U.S'.C. -Lexington program. In a fmal'note, the 
U.S.C. -Lexington •staff spent much time studying the work 
of Stanley and his associates' at Johns. Hopkins University 
(Stanley 1976; Stanley, Keating, and Fix 197*0, Although 
the U.S . C. -Lexington program was a combination of 
enrichment and acceleration during 19#1, the staff 

* concluded that rapid acceleration through fastvtrack 
instruction would be. usfed during the 1982 summer program. 

During a preliminary planning sessi r on, the four 
master .teachers and^two co-cfirector$ agreed on the 
1 following flgui'delines for the 1 98 1 sev<enth~grade seminar: 

•1, The program should consist of an academic cor£ 'to 
* be taken by all of 'the, students. 

2. The program should complement rather than 

' duplicate the regular class program or the 
special class program for gifted students. p 

3. 'Each tea cher # would create an environment where 

students would assume 'responsibility for learning 
) and excellence. • a. * 

The forni&t for the seventh grade seminar p/ogram 
, consisted of instruction in 'four carricular" areas: 
creative writing, computer science, aerodynamics and 
rocketry, amd an independent study. -Tea* 90 minut-e classes 
were scheduled for each of the four subjects' over a 
four-day-a-week, five-week session. Classes were -held in 
instructional pods'lh'a district middle school. One of 
the class areas was equippedHJfith 12 microcomputer 
stations- 

£ach teacher was responsible for developing the' 
instructional units, and team planning sessions were held 
tcr share information and**eoordinats the planning effort. \ 
Ih each subject, specific minimal goals *trare established 
for? all students, while individual attainment 'goals were 
established through conferences, witrt each student. 
Although a permissive atmosphere prevailed, students were 

• directed into self-achieving- behaviors. Descriptions of 
the lesson plans fffr each^of^the foui* ^u£>ject>s ,are 
presented in the Appendix. 
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The selection of the"* instructional staff for the, 
program received the 'dref j1 attention of both the 
university and the district. Although staff selection was 
the ^esponsibilj. ty % of the university, each prospective 
staff member was interviewed b^ w bbth the university's dean 
o$ education and the district's coordinator of gifted and 
•talented programs, and selection was a mutual decision* 

The four master 'teachers had experience in teaching 
gif£ed and talented students, distinguished educational 
bac^grdand? in their subjects, distinctive reputations as 
excellent teachers, arid prior experience in training 
teachers. 

The university co-director also served as the 
practifcu^i supervisor and the instructional team leader. 
'As such, he t assjmed responsibility for the overall quality 
of the instructional program for • the gifcted students as , 
well as the development and supervision of the practicum. 



Dimension Six : * * 
Rationale for a Collaborative Practicum 



Before the formal -development of pedagogy and the 
establishment of teacher training colleges, teachers 
received a genera^ education wit,h an academic 
specialization, and they learned how to 7 teach <on the job. 
Witn the development of teacher training colleges in the 
early 1809s came the est^hlisl^mentr of elementary' and 
secondary "training scnools" on the college campu3. These 
offered ready sites for prospective teachers to practice 
un^er the direct supervision of, college instructors. 

Although -the training school is largely a thing of 
^the past, the practicum remains an integral part of 
teachef education programs. Both regional and national .* 
accreditation organizations, such as'the National Council 
Tor Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE 1977), 
mandate field and clinical laboratory experiences for 
undergraduate and graduate training programs. * most 
cases, this phase of ^Tieacher educ^tLsn program is 
conducted in public schools with 'j-imittad university 
involvement in a cooperating school's educational program. 
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Also, when * formal , collaborative agreements between 

* colleges of education and public schools exist, they. 
i t usually* cover/ only the student teaching progra'm.^ % 

Arrangements for pre-student teaching practica are 
generally informal, often made between a professor and a 
classroom teacher or between the college 1 s field' 
experiences supervisor and .the local school district.-* 

Some educators are questioning the proposition that 
all field experience is necessarily "good." Ir> •' 
particular, Zeichner (1980) called for a reassessment of 
the practical school experiences considered .necessary for 
1 the development of better teachers. On the basis of an 
extensive review of the literature, he stated: 

What> students appear to learn during f iel^jbased 
experiences is often in conflict with the * 
expressed intentions of those in both the 
schools and universities and indicates th'at 
these experiences are often miseducat ive rather 
than helpful. 'p. 51) 

t 

In a similar vein, the supremacy of the NCATE standards 
also ha£ been challenged. ^J.om ( 198O) analyzed the 
standards and concluded that little if any correlation 
exists between the standards and the actual quality of 
teache^ education programs. 

The3e criticisms seem to constitute more of- a 
challenge to the lack of direct university involvement in 
/ Establishing and monitoring the quality of the practicum 
than to, the practicum itself. Inherent in the criticism 
is the idea t.^at a practicum in a classroom setting with a 
deficient educational program or an inadequate teacher 
will not provide a proper environment for £ prospective, 
teacher "to develop good teaching skills or to gain insight 
Into a qualitative educational program. 

The ne^S for field practicum sites assumes far ; 
■greater importance as society and the teaching 
responsibilities, it imposes become more complex, and the 
need for practicum sites of the highest quality is 

* especially ^pparfeht for* prospective teachers of gifted**and 
talented students. However, regblar school ^^npgrams often 
lack the curriculum and the instructional depth that 



gifted children need. Similarly, teachers often lack 
special training for working with gifted and talented 
students. Hence, although practica are mandatory, th£ 
quality of available sites is often questionable, 
especially for prospeqtive teachers of gifted children. 

Collaborative programs between colleges of education 
and schpol districts can offer opportunities to link 
theory and practices universities and public schools, and 
professors of education and-teachers (Lang 1980), To 
, assist universities and school districts in developing , 
collaborative efforts, Wiles and Branch (1979) proposed 
four models. - Their "Model B" showed that both the public 
school* system ^nd th£ university system can share 
responsibility for preservice and inservipe education of 
classroom teachers, whil* other areas-of responsibility, 
,such as curricula and teacher evaluation, remain separate 
and distinct. 

Other collaborative models between teacher education 
and the public schools have been developed in the federal 
Teacher Corps program. One project that was reported to 
be successful used a committee model (Qu^fin 1976). 

Regardless of which model is used, universities and 
school districts should note that collaborative efforts 
require adequate funding if they are to succeed. 

For field practica, formal collaborative arrangements 
between a university and a>public school can have several 
/advantage^ for training teachers. 

1. The college can select the cooperating classroom 
tea*ch'ers\ * * 

2. The college can design spec if*ic ^experiences' for 
- each phase of the practica. m 

3. The college can arrange the afield experience in a 
developmental sequence. - 

4. Jhe college can establish 4 the basis for effective 
evaluation of the teacher candidate's 
performance. 

For the U.S.C. College of Education, r the challenges of 
using a* collaborative program model to develQp a practicum 
of- high quality for prospective teachers of gifted 
children has led to many new ways of doing things. The 
ppatsticum continues to evolve, but the structures that 
'will' enable i£ to flourish are firmly in place. 




Dimension Six: Overview of the Program^ 

*fter an informal analysis of the 1980 summer ' ,* 
\program, which had been conducted by Lexington County 
School District Five, the district coordinator of gifted m 

\and talented programs and the university dean of education 
identified the need for a comprehensive academic practicum 
of four to six weeks in length. The 1980 program 
contained numerous opportunities for the graduate 
students, who were experienced teachers,** to observe, but 
no time *to engage in classroom activities/ 

• m The 1981 program, as proposed, would have allowed* the 
graduate students enrolled in the introductory course 6n 
the nature and needs of gifted students to observe the* 

, master teachers during morning sessions and to attend 
lectures and discussions during Wie afternoon. However, 
this structure still did not / fulfill the expressed^ needs 
of the graduate students. Because they were experienced 
teachers returning to graduate school," they wanted to 

'expand their repirtoiite of skills and techniques by 
experiencing actual classroom situations and activities. 
Consequently, the district coordinator and the dean* added 
a second practicum', whose nature wa^ similar to the 
student-teaching experience that prospective teachers have 
before initial certification. 

The practicum became an adjunct of the dimension four 
seventh grade seminars for gifted students. For five 
weeks the graduate students worked directly with the 
adolescents, but under the supervision of the master 
teachers who were the key to the experience. Their 
development of materials, techniques, and teaching 
strategies as; well as\ the kind of supervision they 
maintainied throughout the course were what made the 
practicum a success. . . 

The instructional format for the practicum consisted 
of^jL-seri^s of formal and informal experiences that 
allowed the graduate students to design and execute 
specific learning activities for one or more of the gifted 
students. The course "also allowed for .participation in. 
student goal-setting activities, observation of teaching 
and counseling techniques, discussions about specific 
learning needs and performance 'abilities of students, and 



1*1. 



2;i 



% 

execution of an independent project. All work in the 
pi^rcticum was carried out under the general supervision of 
a practicum supervisor and the four master teachers. Each 
of the five was accessible to the graduate^ students for 
five hours pef* day Mondays through Thursdays, and special 
conferences were held on Fridays. 

Although practicum settings are quite common in the 
preparation programs for teachers and other human services 
professionals, certain features of the contractual 
agreement between the university and the school dis tr ict- 
are unique. ■ First,, the university/assumed all of the 
instructional costs of a program in a local school 
district. Although enrollment was not limited to children 
from the district, the location* of the progr&m in a 
district school rather than a geographically central 
location resulted in the vast majority of students coming 
frcp that district. Second, the district granted the 
university complete freedom to determine the make-up of 
the student body, the instructional staff, and the course 
sequence and content. The development of the total summer 
program was marked by cooperation among those involved in 
the process, as well as acceptance of those 'unique 
contributions each party could" make toward the .development 
of the program. This final point is the keystone in the 
development of this collaborative model. 



Dimension Six: Inden£ifying Practica Participants 



No phase. of an educational program is more crucial to 
its success than the identification and selection of its 
teactoers. For gifted and talented programs, that means 
teachers should exhibit above average, knowledge, skills, 
and attitudes. 

Although special schools traditionally have 
maintained selective criteria fdr hiring their teachers, 
as Brandwein (1955) documented similar documentation of # 
the' use of selective criteria v for entrance into teacher 
preparation programs does not exist. In many tea&her 
education programs, candidates decide on the basis of 
their interests in a subject or in working with- children 
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to enroll in a program for the gifted and work toward *• . . 
certification. Active recruitment of desirable candidates 
usually. does npt take place, > * ; 

The teacher of gifted and talented students most' 
often is described as Va teacher with .special personality 
traits. In i960, Sumption and Luecking advocated 
selecting teachers'* for special classes and programs on £he 
hasis-'of superior intelligence* interest in young people, 
diversified personal interests, strong physical and 
emationarl health, and other characteristics that set these 
^Teachers apart from the mainstream- Hoback and Perry 
( 1 980 ) identified as desirable attributes flexibility and 
tolerance f£>r the unexpected, a secure and unthreatened 
personality, intellectual acumen, mature judgment and 
leadership in handling groups, and a gift for creativity 
and imagination,- Leibowitz* cited the essential need for ' 
teachers of gifted 6hildren to be "facilitators of 
instruction , n or som^6ne who will aid and assist students 
in arriving at logical answers rather than someone who has 
all the answers- (Brandt 198O). < 

The -current wave of interest in gifted education not 
only hSs renewed concern about the need for skillful 
teachers to work with gifted and talented students (MMler 
and Miller ,1980; ^Nufrio 1980), but also has brought 1 forth 
one promising solution, Stanley ( 1980) ^examined the 
futility of attempts to train teachers to work with gifted 
children when the teacher did not h^ve the abilities to 
meet the needs of the students. He advocated that th'e 
schools' use coordinators for gifted programs. The 
coordinator, j according to his proposal, analyzes the 
stu'dents' educational needs and, using resources from the 
school and tjhe community, arranges instruction to meet the 
special neecfs of each gifted and talented student. 
Although. individualized learning is a valid approach both 
to instruction and to deployment of* resources within a 
school district, such learning plans have had limited use 
in the schools. The U.S . C. -Lexington co-directors have 
adopted Stanley's idea and have designed^ a graduate 
prograft to train both classroom teachers and coordinators. 

Sisk (1979) noted that th^ preparation needs of. 
teachers of the gifted often are overlooked or" 
ill-conceived; she pointed out the need for a well-rounded 
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liberal* arts program for these prospective teachers. . 
Hert?ever, in practice her programs for training teachers of 
the gifted appear to rely heavily on professional methods 
courses-, not liberal arts. - 1 

One area that is lacking'in the literature fie the 
teacher's fconmand of subject knowledge and general 
information. t Nowhere dpes one find intellectual 
giftedness stated as, an entrance requirement for a teacher 
of gifted and talented children; thfe reader is left to 
surmise this* For example one may hypothesize from 1 
Stanley's, work, which places heavy emphasis on fast-track"* 
teaching -and acceleration, that the teacher must be gifted 
or at least have a strong command .of the subject, but 
Stanley does, not state this. 

The co-directors of th^'U.S .C. -Lexington program " 
viewed the self-selection process arid the shortcoming^ of 
selection criteria as inherently poor" for a jjro^rara^hat 
purports to train teachers* tp work with gifted children. 
From their experiences in working with gifted students and 
their .teachers ar\d from their analysis of the literature, 
they* have developed^ profile of the personal and 
professional* characteristics that such teachers should 
possess. The profile, presented in table 1 -f is an 
outgrowth of the 1 98 V summer session and will be used for 
the first time in the 1982 summer graduate program 'to 
identify and select jjarticipant^s. Each " candid "a t* for 
' entry into the practfcum will be .required to show evidence 
, of meeting all the personal* characteristics ^nd three of 
the , professional characteristics. 

' The profile is not Intended to be a comprehensive 
list of every ^Jcill that a professional educator needs to 
conduct a class or 'program for gifted children. It is a 
synthesis* of ideas and represents the kind of professional 
leader needed $kjone school district as it further 
develops its p^grams for gifted children.' 




TABLE 1 . 1 

PROFILE OF A GIFTED TEACHER 

T* " , i : ■ ' 

I. Personal Characteristics. A teadher must show 
^ evidence of successful achievement (s) in each area 
'. before acceptance into the practicum. 

* ' > , # - - 

^ a. Intellectual Achievement: is knowledgeable about 
/ a wide range <^f subjects andj^pics 

b. - interpersonal Skills: is able to establish* 

successful comfortable working relationships with 
adults^and students ■ A 

c. fersonal Success: has achievecP^uccess as a 

, . teacher- or &s a professional in some other field 

d. Secure Personality: \ is f at ease in most settings 
v including those that are new afld/or un^n^wn 

e. Intellectual Curiosity: is constantly 'seeking 
^new solutions "through oontinued-i.earning 

Organization: has. an organized personal li£f and 
'maintains "control Over it 
g. Leadership Ability: has demonstrated skills in 
- % leading people, .e^ft^cially young people, to 
* 1 \ 'successful execution of a major undertaking, 

*tl.. Professional, Characteristics. The teacher is, to 

- demonstrate successful attainnfent in each area e'ither 
before or duripg the practicum. .* 

a. Sub^ftfcfcfaiowledgel: extensive coranand of one 
\ subjected falhillarit/ with Several others, 
* b. Information Skills 2 : ability to-<*rgani3e , 
•information /H^o units for teaching gifted * 
- /t students J ^ 

e* Classroom Teaching Skills^* ability to relate tp 
gifted students within a classroom and to 1 create' 
an environment in which learning tak£s place 
d. 1 Diagnostic^ Skflls3: ability to, use diagnostic 



# tests and other tools to determine students 1 
educational neecjs , 

e. 'prescriptive Teaching Skills^: ability,, to design 
specific learning packages for students and tb 
carry therti out successfully 
*' f. Prdgram Development Skills3: ability to -conceive 
a program for gifted students and to identify and 
organize the key elements related to its success 

g. Program Leac^rship S^illij^: ability to convince 
a wide variety of persons about the 
appropriateness of the program for the gifted 

1 Represents undergraduate and/or graduate level of study. 

2 Represents a repertoire* of teaching skills that are 
associated with the introductory course on the- nature 
and needs of gifted students. 

3 Represents skills directly associated with the advanced 
practicum * . , 

/; . \ . 



Dimension Si^^ Comparisons 
* . with Three Other Programs ^ 

. \ ' * 

' The .U.S.C. -Lexington collaborative program 'for 
/fcfaining teachers and teaching gifted students^ coritinues 
to evolve to meet local needs. The 1982 program wilj.«0r 
reflect changes to meet shifting priorities both 
partners. Although the program cannot be compared in toto 
to any other programs within the state or elsewhere, 
certain elements are similar. % , 

This section looks briefly'at three successful 
prog rams --Puf due University, the University of South 
Florid a^ a nd three universities in England — and serves to 
verifyA success of the U.S.C, program. These 
comparisons are „inte*3ded not to evaluate or judge, but to t 
demonstrate the similarities and differences between this 
prograi#and other "Successful programs. 
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The Purdue Un^ersity program was first described by 
• Feldhusen (1977, 1930) as providing graduate* students a 
structured practicum with gifted students and providing 
gifted students a worthwhile educational experience. The 
practicum was a laboratory section of a graduate course 
and «was conducted during both the regular school year and 
a summer session. During the school year, gifted students 
in groups of eight to twelve met with a practicum student 
for 1 1/2 to 2 hours per week. In one school these T 
sessions were held during the day; they were scheduled 
after school in twp other - schools. In the summer session, 
the practicum Audents met with the gifted students during 
two afternoons pfcr week. 

The Purdue program'.s* (Objectives were (a) to 
familiarize teachers and other graduate students with the 
characteristics of and research about giftedness, (b) to 
help them plan appropriate ^learning experiences for gifted 
students, and (c) to provide fi§ld experiences with gifted 
'children. The graduate students hadjfche option of working 
with gifted children ir» the^r classrooms during the) year 
as an alternative to the practicum. During the course, - 
the graduate students experienced a variety of educational 
stimuli including^lectures, demonstrations, small g*"oup 
work on design prob-£ems K simulations, games, ahd 
individual work plans t . * 

The Purdue program appears to have concentrated on^ * 
the creative-thinking and problem-solving abilities of 
gifted students % In part, this was accomplished through 
the use of Renzulli's Triad Model (1976) and Feldhusen's 
work in collaboration with Treffinger (1977) in the design 
of learning programs. SeVeraL noteworthy aspects of the 
Purdue program include — 

1. the development' of a .practicum setting in- 
collaboration with local 'school districts; 

2. a mandatory field experience* whereby., the graduate 
students planned specific learnir^ episodes with 
gifted students*-; * 

3. a structured program that provided -the .graduate, 
students with a wide rapge of experiences about 
gifted students. t ' • 

One disadvantage was that the practicum is essentially an 
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unsupervised experience. 'in which the graduate sti/dents, , 
taught the gifted .children. Further, the practicum may 
have been conducted in the uncontrolled 'environment of the - 
graduate students* classrooms. 

Another program that successfully attains^ many goals 
similar to those at U.S.C. was conducted by the University 
of South 'Florida. This program^r^ported by Sisk (1979), 
used a practicum *n which students developed their 
teaching skills Jnder the supervision of an experienced 
teacher of the gifted. ^The. field practicum was described 
as part of a comprehensive masters' degree program v for 
training 'teachers of the gifted. .The developmental model 
called for small group, dynamics, apprentice-type field 
work, modeling, ,and conmuhity involvement as part of the 
overall development of teachers of the gifted. The 
apprenticeship involved approximately ^00 gifted children, « 
ages U t'o 1^, Xr$> Saturday morning enrichment classes at 
the university. Sisk described the field experiences as 
, follows: • * . 

Each tteacher trainee chooses two ^areas of 
.interest and plans two ten-week, one-hour 4 ' 
sessions for small group of fifteen youngsters 
who are matched on mental a^e. . Experienced' 
teachers teach with an inexperienced ,teacher as 
an assistant or apprentice* They £>lan the 
classes and sh^re responsibility c*f the class' 
with t£e gifted children. 

Doctoral students in exceptional child 
education, with emphafe^s pn gifted, act as ~ 
facilitators or "trouble shooters" by helping to 
devise stnall group instruction/ gather materials 
or suggQ-St^ w&ys of relating to a 'difficul-t 
4 gifted child. As the assistant gains expertise""" 
and confidence, -he or she moves to the teacher 
role andrthen wdrks with ^n assistant. . (1979, 
P . 8) . ' - 

The program was modified during the summer sessions 
so that graduate -students could^ 4nroll in three content 
courses ' "Nature and .Needs of the Gifted," "Educational 
Procedures for -the Gifted,^ and "Creative Problem 
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Soy2tving n )* during the ttorning. "Field Work with the , 
Gifted" was offered as an option on Tuesday and Thursday 
afternoons. * 

Although South Florida's program is, comprehensive and' 
'requires a 'developmental practicum, the practicum is 
*^campus-based and' doe4 not appear to be a collaborative 
effort wi^h the loca^l school district(s). 

A third program that is relevant to the 
U.S.C. program grew out of & research and development 
project funded by the Universities of Nottingham, 
Leicester, and Exster in England (Kerry 1979). The 
emphasis of this project was the development of training 4 
materials on classroom management and control for student 
teachers. Topics inqluded mixed ability teaching, 
exceptional children (both slow and bright pupils), 
languages across the curriculum, and teaching -skills such 
„ as questioning and explaining* 

^ Kerry reported that the materials on teaching bright 
students have pr6ven to be highly successful for 
self-training and pertinent for inservice programs. The 
training package was divided into five units, two of which 
dealt with identification and three with instructional 
strategies for the classroom* One unit urged the teachers 
to record their lessons, analyze their questioning 
techniques, and in general work on improving their 
self -evaluations. The teachers we/*4 required to" use their 
classrooms to carry out the mandates of this training 
program. Although this particular program differs from 
the others in that it is 'self-instructional, it is 
designed to meet teachers' self-identified needs. 
Further, it is a developmental model based on extensive 
research. 4 

The U.S .C. -Lexington program was successful in 
. achieving goals similar to those = of the three programs. 
In addition, ttt£ U.S , C. program attained the following 
unique goals: 1 

■ 1. It is fully ^integrated with a school district's 

educational program and is part of the district's 
comprehensive plan to combine the education of\ 
gifted students and the professional development 
•of teachers* 
2. " It uses a collaborative model in which the 
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university and the "d is t Met share c6^ts and 
management. \ 
* 3. It is a dynamic model that is designed to prepare 
professionals to work with gifted students in the 
regular classroom and to wpi^k as a coordinators. 
The following secondary objectives alsr^wer^-aQ^omplishfcd : 

1. Public. Service. Thirty-seven gifted adolescents 
enrolled in a program of high educational 
quality. 

2. Curriculum Leadership. The curriculum* for the 
program has helped to establish new directions 
for the academic education of the gifted and 
talertted-^tn metropolitan Columbia. In addition, 
the 9t>servation and analysis of the students r 
classroom perfortAnc^S' have / helped to identify 

» individual student* weakrt^sses as well as district 
program weaknesses. 
*3. Cooperative Relationships with School Districts. 
Jhe program engaged the upiVersity directly in 
the education of middle q^hool students within a 
cooperative arrangement With the_ local school 
district. / 

* * > ■ 

An informal assessment of the program shows that it 
achieved both its. primary and secondary gQfrls. All of the 
trainees enrolled in the program remained until its 
completion, and in all instances, -the trainees /\ 
accomplished the individual -goals they had established. t 

Measuring success is always a difficult task. In 
this case, Success mean^ that both the district and the 
university have opened new avenues for theTr student .and 
teacheqs. The school district has an ongoing program, for 
its teachers and gifted students, and the university has 
moved away, from the proverbial ivory tower into a 
collaborative field setting where Ideas, techniques, and 
strategies are formulated, tested, and assessed k 
cooperatively. x ■ 
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Summary: Change Wfrt for tm Sak'e of Change 



. Numerous* questions and ansi^r^ come to mind about 
teacher education programs and the training, they provide 
"for working with gifted students, but "change for the sake 
of. change' 1 is not the answer and never will be, according 
tjo William Van Ti 1.(^978, p. 36O). BoweVer,>Vah Til / <• 
believes' that change is a key \o understanding and £ha* to 
refuse 'to reassess in an ever-changing world is •eventually J 
to cause intellectual suicide for that individual and/or 
that society; ' , 

The University 0^ South Carolina and Lexington .County 
(S .C. )<School District Five believe that both teacher 
preparation programs and the educational' program^ in the 
schools should be germane to- the people they are 
attempting to educate.' The basic question is not whether 
a topic or subject should be taught, but whfet aspects* are 
pertinent, to individual levels of learning and competence. y 

This paper describes, a collaborative' program between 
the university and district five to provide adolescents, 
with a* five-week, acajtemic, summer session that combines 
the features of\acceleration, enrichment, and pull-out; 
and acconpanying the program ane graduate-level courses 
and practica for prospective teachers .of gifted children 1 
and coord inatqrs#of programs for the gifted. 

For the district, the two-year-old program is 
incorporated' into its master plan for educating gifted 
students and for providing professional development, 
experiences for their teache.rs. t For the students, "the 
program offers opportunities they do not have during the 
regular school year. For the College of "Education, the 
program provides a laboratory-like setting for field { 
practica and enhances the college's ability to traiji &nd 
study teaphers who work or will work with gifted children. 
For the university, the program reestablishes a,' 
collaborative partnership with the schools. 

Two aspects of the program remain unresolved and 
await 'further research in the field: methods of 
identifying gifted students and methods of identifying 
teachers for these students. For exanple, I-.Q. measure^ 
have shown a strong correlation with giftedness. T-lany 
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educators rely on a single test score to identify gifted 
children, but others argue that performance also has a 
place in the selection criteria. The lack of agreement 
poses problems for identifying the children to participate 
in programs such as the U.S . C. -Lexington -program. • 
Similarly, educators are quick to point qyt* the yalue/of 
the teacher in the educational process, but they are 
reluctant to identify any special characteristics of 
teachei^for the gifted. The question of a te,acher's 
intellectual giftedness has not been answered in the 
literature. Again, the absence of standards poses 
problems for colleges of education that want to re'cruit 
and select qualified applicants for programs that will 
teach them to work with gifted children. 

^ Despite triese problems; the U.S . C. -Lexington program 
is being readied t for the 19B2 summer session, the results 
of which, undoubtedly, will' help the program continue to 
evolve to meVt the need* of its participants. The 
U.S.C.-Le*Tft£tor> program represents change for ^the better. 
For moro^in formation, contact Dr. John D. Mulhern, dean/ 
College^of Education,* University of South Carolina, 
Columbia; SC ^9208. 



APPENDIX: DIMENSION FOUR LESSON PLANS 

s 



Creative Writing 
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The purpose~ A of the creative writing course is to 
develop student skills in flexible thinking and creative 
writing as' well ^s to encourage an understanding of the 
creative process and appreciation of^stladent and 
professional writing. * 

• ; - / ■ . 

Lesson 1: Writing with a Pattern or a Shape 

Objective: That the' student understands the many possible 
forms of concrete and acrostic poejns, and that poems 
■ do not necessarily have rhy&e 

Techniques and Materials: Group and individual exercises 
in creative acrostic and concrete poems 



Lessons 2 and 3» Writing According to a Pattern 

Objective/ That* the student exhibits the ability to write 
according to a specific poetic pattern 

Techniques and Materials: Group and individual praatifce 
in writing specific forms of poetry, especi^Hy the 
diamante, cinquain, lanterne, haiku, tanka, triplet, 
and qtra train * 
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Le,sson 4: Writing from Observation 

Objective: That thp~- student elaborates on the ideas and 
uses of /letails associated with a famous painting 

Techniques and Materials: Brainstorming abou't ideas as 
well as .details and writing descriptive paragraphs 
about the .subject of the painting 

Lesson 5w Writing with Flexibility 

Objective: That the student exhibits the ability to 
expand ideas and be flexible in thinking 

Techniques and Materials: Explanation ^nd practice of the 
, * techniques of expansion, slotting, embedding,, and 
combining sentences 

Lesson 6: Illustrating Creative Writing 

Objective: That the student develop* Skills in 
illustrating -his or her writing 

Techniques and Materials: Individual experimenting with 
* techniques blowing food coloring through straws, 
creating borders, writing in calligraphy, and making 
thumbprints 

Lesson 7: Learning Editing Skills 

Objective: That the student refines skflls.in editing his 
or her writing •/ ' 

Techniques and Materials: Review of the steps of editing 
by promoting ideas through careful spelling^ 
punctuation, word choice, and sentence 'structure 





Lesson 8: Making Individual Books * 

# %, 

Objective: That the student understands the process of 

making by tend an individual book containing original 
student writing 

Techniques arid Materials: Overview and illustration of 
the stjeps in making a book, including cutting the 
pages, binding them, - making a cover, and assembling . 
an individual book ^ 



Lesson 9: Producing a Class Booklet' 

— . , 

Objective: That the student puts togetheV a class booklet 
of students' works ' m 

Techniques arid Materials: Edit, .type, and compile into a 
booklet one poem written during the sessions by each 
student in the writing cl£ss and a summary of work 
done by each student in the other three classes in 
the summer seminar 



Lesson 10: Sharing Student Writing 

Objective: That the students share their writing during a 
young author's day 

Techniques and Materials: Total group sharing of writing 
and experiences during the summer seminar 

Computer Science- . 



The computer science course is designed to introduce 
students to the basic components *of "any computer, computer 
terminology, and -the art of BASIC programming. 
'Programming is 'taught as a means ^f solving problems 
(i.e*/ a problem is posed an£ then a program is written' to 
solve it+Y 




Lesson 1: Introduction to Computers 

Objective: That the student' is oriented to the "computers^ 
used/ in this course, their internal make-up, their 
role as a tool, and the procedures for use of the * 
computers 

Techniques and Materials: 12 TRS-80 microcomputers; 

posters of internal conputer parts, group discussion, 
pre-written programs to exhibit conputer 
characteristics ( speed , accuracy, information 
recall). Discuss cotfrse goals 



Lesson 2: Components of the Computer 

Objective: That the student learns the five basic 

components of any computer (input, central processing^ 
unit, memory, arithmetic/logic ynit, output) ahd the 
way they interact ; p students are oriented to the 
proper use of 'the TRS-80 conputer and its diskette 
memory 

Techniques and Materials: Lecture, demonstration, 

.students play role of each computer component .to 
better understand interaction; posters of steps 
involved in accessing and logging off the computer 



Lesion 3: Introduction to Programming 

Objective: That^ the student understand3 the cbncepts of 
an algorithm and programming 

Techniques and Materials: Lecture/demonstration'; pose a 
problem and solve it using BASIC keywords LET, PRINT, 
IF/THEN, END; student will adapt program written in 
class to solve similar problem; student works on 
computer , 
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Lesson *J: Flowcharting ^ > 

# * 

Objective: That the strident understands flowcharting as a 
problem-solving technique helpful in programming 

Techniques and Materials: Lecture/demonstration; a 

problem is posed and solved by a flowchart from which 
a problem is written; key words INfUT, GOTO 
introduced; student* adapts program written in c^-ass; 
student asked to think of a problem to solve using a 
program — this ongoing task will culminate in a final 
project 1 



Lessons 5, 6, 7: Intermediate Programming 

Objective: That the student develops the ability to write 
computer programs by posing problem, writing a 
flowchart, and writing a program from the flowchart 

Techniques and Materials: Group discussion of how to 
solve problem with flowchart and program writing; 
students write at leafct one program in each lesson 
(Example: converting foreign currency to dollars, s 
computing one's weight on 'other p.lanets, ponverting 
Celsius to Fahrenheit); keywords FOR/tftfXT, READ /DATA; 
students develop program for their chosen project 



Lesson 8: Character String and Subrou tine 
t — — 

Objective: That the student understands character 
variables and't^e concept of subprograms' 

Techniques and Materials: Demonstration of subprogram 
which asks user if he or she wishes to run program 
again; students write a program of their choice which 
incorporates this Subroutine • * 
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son 9: Computer Games 

Objective: That "the student understands the RND function 
and the elements of a computer game 

• * 

Xechniques and Materials: Example of dice game and card 
dealing given; students expand on programs given in 
class 

V 

Lesson 10,: Computer Graphics . 

Objective: That the student understands SET, RESET 
functions as r means of producing images 

Techniques and Materials: Exanple given of how to produce 
an image on computer screen and how to use a 
subroutine to vary the location of this image;, J| 
students emBellish thi<s concept; students demonstrate 
their projects * 



Aerodynamics and Rocketry 

¥ * The purpose of the aerodynamics and rocketry course 
is.O) to introduce students to the physics of flight, . 

(2) to teach skills of following step-6y-step directions, 

(3) to teach accuracy in model 9 construction and pride in 
good workmanship, and (4) to use models to study flight 
principles. ' < 



Lesson 1 : Humans and Flight 

Objective: That the student study the history of flight 

Techniques and Materials: Discussion of the human desire 
to fly as it developed historically; filmstrip with 
tape on the history of flight . 



< 
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Lesson 2: An 'Airfoil 




* ^dbjective: That the "student develops the ooncept -of an 

ai?foi£— p^urfap,e for providing lift or controlling* 
* a flying object . * • • 

'Techniques and Materials: Construction of an airfoil with 
* ' pape£ and cardboard; testing lift wj.tfi fan and 
laboratory balance 

. ; * • ^ q 

Lesson 3* Air Flow around an Air Foil 

'* Objective: That the student develops a diagram of. air * 
' flow around various air f<?il shapes 

Techniques and Materials: Experiment with sra$ke .coated 

from. dry ioe in water and <5bserVe ait 1 flow around 
, * various shapes; hypothesise £tnd discuss , 

' v-< -;• ;;. ' •'• 

Lesson U? Shape of an Air Foil and Lift . r 
* • > 

Objective: That the student obse<n£s by building air jjj^^^ 
foils of different shapes and/Steasur-ing the Ufjt ^Jf^ 
produced that shape does affect li'ft. • \ * 

• \ " i *^ 

. Techrfiaues ,ar\d Materials: Measuring the lift by attaching 
aiV A foils* to. a laboratory balance part^^sing & fan as 
a wind source and measuring the lift £rodu<ied ^ 

ffiatfon 5:' Othen Forcgs that Affect; Flight ■ < # / A 

Obj^qtive: That the student ' conceives fehe forces of- lift, 

Irag, thrust^ and ^gravity, and how these forces are jg 
/related <%fr % ^ ' <# 

Techniques and "Materials: VieW*^ilm and discuss aircraft 
^Construction with a^jj of ^models and charts 

■ « • • • ./ • 

I • .41 . • . • 
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Les son 6: Model Plane Co nstruction to Illustrate the Four 

J Forcjtf*that Work on^any Flying Object **„ 

Objective: That ^the student applies principle? of* 

^irp^Lane construction from jfilm^o model building^ 
» 

Techniques and Materials: *Students will design 3nd 

construct a cardboard, balsa wood, or stick plane to 
in a wind tunnel using a fan as a wind sou rde 



Lesson- 7: Effect of Streamlining on- Flight 

Objective: That £h£ student changes the shape of his or 
her plane's body or the construction of control * 
. . surfaces to see if more*lrrt can be produced 



Techniques and Materials: Redesign planes from previous 
activity 4 or construct papejjf planes or stick planes 
different shapes to see vmfch flies best 



Lesson 8: ^/flgflor. Law of Rocketry ' * 



Objective: Tijat the slfudent learns about and measures the' 
results of Newton's Third Lav • 

techniques and Materials: Construction of matchstick . , 
rockets, firing them, and measuring their distance 



Lesson 9: Parts of Solid* and* Liquid-Fueled Rofrketa * 
and Advantages and Pi advantages of Eadh / 

Objective: That the student diagrams .and learns the main 
* * parts of each kind of rocket - * 

Techniques and Materials; Filmstrip with tape, 
discussion, and df^granming . - - 
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J L%sson 10: Building a ffocket 



Objective: Tftat the student constructs a rocket from a 
packaged kit *or from component parts bought at a 
hobby shop . , . ▼ 

'Techniques and Materials: Catalogs, pictures, statistics 
on various models and engines, discussion of 
solid-fuel engines, amount of thrust, shaping of 
fins, recovery systems. * : 

Lesson 1 1 : Countdown - • */ 

Objective: That the student understands the basic 

principles of electrical, ignition systems; launches 
the model rocket and calculates the- altitude of the 
* flight 

Techniques and Materials: Construct launch pads and 

simple x transits for measuring altitude; fire roqkets, r 
hypothesize the reasons for the 'failures and 
successes of eacfiMlight; calculate distances 

* A 

Independent Study 



* * The. purpose of this course is to deve.lop^ students' 
skills in the selection of Appropriate research topics and 
to exp&nd their repertoire %t skills to conduct research 
and to report their findings. -i\ - ' 

Lesson 1: Topic Identification ^ 



Objective: That the student ijlentif!$s/a manageable topic 
of personal interest that has not been ^rese^rched 
r previously * 

o * 

Techniques and Materials: Brainstorming, group discussion 
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Lesson 2: Preliminary Research ( . 

Objective: Jhat the student deteVmines the scope and 
sequend of the topic 

Techniques and Materials: Independent* library work, 

telephone and personal interviews, and other-means to 
assess the appropriateness and manageability of the 
topic * - 




Lessons 3 and **: Initial Defense ^of the Topic 

Objective: That the student d^Jpops skill in defending 
his or her choice of topic and drafting an outline of 
th^ research ^ • * * , 

Technique^ and'^fater id ual student conference 

with tWo^or thre^diJjtS,/ discussion should help . - — r 
student rede fine topic and/or refine the outline ^+ 



Lesson' ,5: Library 'Resear^Skille 

Objective: *Thal/ tjj^ ^tjldent «&j£j}f^t skills in using the 
card catalog ah^ref^ren^ index books," surveying th£ 
literature, crois-refe^encingJbopi<5s, note taking, 
And' developing a bibliog^^y - 

Techniques and Matefi&ls: Group orientation bo the 
library andvUts^so'tfrces*, ai& small group 
instruction^ ott'ski'U^ aa needed by individual , •' 
stttdei^ts " ] ' A » , * " ^ 



Lesson 1 6 : Interview': Techniques 

Objective: That ttie student leaVns to use the interview 
as -a research tool and develop^ skills in the conduct 



of one 
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Techniques and Materials:^flr^$anization of and an overview 
of oraf- skills needed in conducting an interview, 
simulation of an interview, studenjt-to-student 
practice v 



Lesson 7: Construction of a Survey Questionnaire 

Objective: That the student learns the use or the survey 
questionnaire as a researoh tool and develops skills 
in the construction *of one ' 

Techniques and Materials: Overview of the questionnaire 
as a mg£ns to 'collect data preview of different 

kinds; 'and claSs development of~a questionnaire 

* 

Lesson 8: Oral Report of Preliminary Findings 

* ■ » 

Objective: That the student d&velops ? 3kill in presenting 
research findings in & short, oral presentation 

' Techniques and Materials: Review techniques for oral 
summation and use of cue and note cards; student 
.makes two-minute oral presentations; questions and 
discussion on same 



Lresson 9: Writing the- Research Report . 

* 

Objective: That «t£e student develops skill in preparing a 
- we 11 -organized research report 

Techniques and Materials! Revfew techniques of outline 
revision, reporting literature and data on topic, 
drawing conclusions; preparation of rough draft; and 
editing for final draft . f 
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Lesso n 10: Presentation of Rese arch gtudy 

Objective: That the student develops skill in ,using 
different methods of presentation ^ " - 

'Techniques and •Materials: Review- use of media and % 
pictorial presentation as means to present 
information to audiences of varying size; student 
presentations of same 
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